Accreditation by Hayes, Robert M.
Accreditation 

ROBERT M. HAYES 
Introduction 
Context 
THISPAPER PRESENTS a summary of accreditation of library and informa- 
tion science programs written from the perspective of one who has 
participated in American Library Association (ALA) accreditation from 
both sides of the process-as the dean of a program being evaluated and 
as a member of the Committee on Accreditation (COA) of the American 
Library Association, the agency doing the accreditation. Before discuss- 
ing accreditation, though, it must be pointed out that there are several 
types of educational programs not encompassed by the ALAICOA 
accreditation process: 
-There are a number of doctoral programs offered by schools of library 
and information science-perhaps twenty-five. They are not covered 
by accreditation. 
-There are innumerable library technician programs-perhaps 100 to 
200-that focus on undergraduate, paraprofessional training, as well 
as several nonaccredited master’s-level programs. 
-There are, in each U.S. state, school librarian programs, usually 
associated with colleges or schools of education, that prepare students 
for state certification as teachers and school library/media specialists. 
They are covered by a separate process of accreditation, one not under 
the purview of the ALA/COA. 
Rohert M. Hayes is Dean, Graduate School of Library and Information Science, Univer- 
sity of California, Los Angeles. 
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--?‘here are many different kinds of continuing education programs, 
both in library schoolsand conducted by professional societies. These 
are not accredited by the ALAICOA. 
-Finally, there is a wide range of educational programs that are not 
directly related to libraries at all-in departments of computer 
science, in schools of management, in communications programs. If 
these are accredited at all, it is by agencies other than the ALA/COA. 
Each program meets specific kinds of needs beyond those covered 
by the ALA/COA accreditation process. Each is valuable and has an 
important role in the provision of manpower for this field. This paper 
concentrates on the history, current status, and trends in those programs 
encompassed by the accreditation process of ALA/COA. 
Historical Ouerview 
The Library Education Centennial celebrated the establishment of 
the School of Library Economy in 1886 at Columbia College, with the 
first students starting classes in January 1887. It was frankly an experi- 
ment. Its aim was to promote an organized program of apprenticeship 
in which practical experience would be supplemented with more 
systematic classroon instruction. Its success was problematic, as 
reflected in the subsequent transfer of the program to the New York 
State Library in 1889. By 1900 it had become the model for a number of 
similar programs, so the American Library Association at that time 
decided to establish its Committee on Library Training to oversee and 
evaluate their quality. The first standards of the Committee on Library 
Training were low and the range of programs examined and evaluated 
by them hardly reflected academic excellence. Differences in views 
between the library practitioners and academics thus developed over the 
ensuing fifteen years, so the Association of American Library Schools 
(AALS)-the antecedent of the Association for Library and Information 
Science Education (AL1SE)-was established in 1915 (after a brief exist- 
ence as an ALA Round Table) as an independent professional organiza- 
tion. The hope was that more stringent standards would be established 
through their efforts, though in fact the AALS did little more than 
identify common practices at the ten founding schools. And there the 
situation sat until the Carnegie Corporation commissioned the investi- 
gation of library education carried out by Charles Williamson from 
1918 to 1923. His report, Trainingfor Library Service, provided direc- 
tion for a new ALA agency, the Board of Education for Librarianship 
(BEL). He presented a number of recommendations, the main thrust of 
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which was that library education should be university-based, oriented 
toward preparing professionals, and of high academic quality. 
The  Board of Education for Librarianship established a set of 
minimum standards for library schools in 1925 and 1926 that were then 
used by the Carnegie Corporation as the basis for endowing the Gradu- 
ate Library School (GLS) at the University of Chicago and for providing 
financial support to a large number of other existing and newly formed 
schools. The GLS, in particular, had the objective of providing the new 
leadership needed to fulfill the aspirations of high academic quality in 
these programs. 
In 1933, through cooperation between the ALA Board of Education 
for Librarianship and the AALS, a new statement of standards was 
created. It changed the specific, highly quantitative provisions of the 
1926 minimum standards into broadened, qualitative statements. Those 
1933 “Minimum Requirements for Library Schools” served as the 
standards for nearly twenty years, until the formulation of the ALA 
“Standards for Accreditation,” approved by the ALAon 15 July 1951,as 
a joint effort of the BEL, the AALS, and the ALA Library Education 
Division. In parallel, the ALA Committee on Accreditation was estab- 
lished to maintain those standards and to apply them in accrediting 
first-degree programs. 
For the next twenty years, COA functioned under those 1951 
“Standards for Accreditation.” The standards placed emphasis on the 
graduate, first professional-degree programs, and that has continued to 
be the focus of the Committee on Accreditation. However, in 1959, the 
BEL and the AALS together developed standards for undergraduate 
training that received ALA approval as guidelines for teacher-education 
programs. 
In 1970, the COA established a subcommittee to “consider revision 
of Standards for Accreditation.” Chaired by Russell E. Bidlack, dean of 
the School ofLibrary Science, University of Michigan, that subcommit- 
tee produced what became the 1972 “Standards for Accreditation,” 
approved by the ALA in July of 1972. Those have continued since then 
to be the standards governing COA evaluations. They are remarkably 
well written and have well served the COA, the profession, and the 
library schools. Persons on that subcommittee who were responsible for 
them are: 
Russell Bidlack, Chair Page Ackerrnan 
Susanna Alexander Pauline Atherton 
Dale B. Canelas 
Geoffrey Dunbar 
Richard Darling 
Robert E. Lee 
Margaret Monroe Harold W.  Tucker 
Samuel Rothstein Agnes L. Reagan (staff) 
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The proposed revision submitted by that subcommittee was approved 
by the ALA Council on 27 June 1972. With only minor changes the 
revised “Standards for Accreditation” have been the basis for accredita- 
tion decisions since then. 
The Process of Accreditation 
Although the process of accreditation as followed by the COA is 
well documented (see the selected references appended to this article), it 
is worthwhile summarizing it here as the context for review of the 
standards. 
T h e  C O A  Membership 
The COA consists of twelve members appointed by the ALA Execu- 
tive Board for two-year terms, staggered so as to assure continual turn- 
over. Members may be reappointed for one additional consecutive term. 
In appointments, conscious effort is made to assure that the COA as a 
whole has balanced representation of the various aspects of library and 
information science, without directly representing any organized 
group. In addition, two of the twelve members, conforming to require- 
ments of the Council on Post-Secondary Accreditation, are not librar- 
ians or information scientists or even affiliated with the field; they are 
appointed as representatives of the public interest. 
The COA members other than the “public members” are usually 
equally divided between practicing professionals and educators in the 
field. The intent is toassure that both the needs of the profession and the 
realities of the educational process are recognized in accreditation. The 
COA is supported by an administrative secretariat consisting of the 
Accreditation Officer of the COA and staff of the accreditation unit. 
This provides both continuity in management of the accreditation 
process and the necessary support services. 
Purposes of Accrediting 
It is important to identify the purposes of accrediting as they are 
understood by the COA. First, the COA accredits only first professional- 
degree programs; thus, it does not accredit undergraduate programs, 
certificate programs, doctoral programs, or continuing education pro- 
grams. Second, the COA accredits programs, not schools or institutions; 
as a result, the COA is careful in the phrasing it uses, referring to 
programs at all times. Third, the COA accredits programs rather than 
certifying individuals; thus, there is no evaluation of individual gradu- 
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ates of programs made or implied by the accreditation of those pro- 
grams, except to the extent that such evaluation may be considered in 
the evaluation of the program. As a result, the purpose of accreditation, 
as seen by the COA, is to assure that programs providing preparation for 
the first professional degree meet the objectives of the profession, of the 
students, and of the society, at least to theextent that thoseobjectivesare 
identified in the “Standards for Accreditation” and can be evaluated 
through an appropriate process. 
The Process of Accreditation 
The COA follows a well-defined series of steps in accreditation: 
1. determining eligibility; 
2. evaluating applications for accreditation; 
3. evaluation by a visiting team; 
4. action regarding accreditation; and 
5. continuing accreditation and annual reporting. 
While the COA and the Accreditation Officer are ready and willing to 
provide information and advice at any time, a program is not eligible for 
consideration for accreditation until it has been in operation long 
enough for students to have graduated from it. Furthermore, considera- 
tion by the COA is contingent upon the accreditation of the parent 
institution by the appropriate regional accrediting agency. 
A school seeking initial accreditation or continuing accreditation 
of its program under the 1972standards must file with the Accreditation 
Officer a letter of intent to request a site visit. This letter must be filedat 
least six months prior to the start of the twelve-month period during 
which the school requests a visit. The Accreditation Officer supplies the 
school with copies of the following relevant materials: 
-“Standards for Accreditation, 1972” 

-“Manual of Procedures for Evaluation of Visits” 

-“The Self-study: A Guide to the Process and to the Preparation of a 

Report for the Committee on Accreditation of the American Library 
Association ” 
The school’s application consists of a self-study report, including 
current catalogs or brochures, accompanied by a letter from the chief 
executive officer of the institution requesting an evaluation visit. After 
receipt of the self-study, COA considers it during the subsequent Mid- 
winter or Annual Conference meeting of the ALA, and a decision is 
made regarding the readiness of the school for an evaluation visit. 
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In the case of schools requesting initial accreditation, the decision 
is based on the adequacy of the self-study report as a working document 
and on an assessment, based on the self-study report, of the readiness of 
the school for a site visit. If the assessment is negative, the COA must 
state clearly, in a letter to the chief executive officer of the institution and 
to the school, the basis for the negative decision. If the assessment is 
inconclusive, the COA will hold the application in abeyance, stating its 
concerns to the institution; if the institution responds to the concerns, 
the COA then reevaluates its decision. If theassessment is positive, a site 
visit will be scheduled at a mutually agreeable time. 
A site visit is the means for obtaining an understanding of those 
aspects of a school’s program that cannot be fairly judged from docu- 
mentation alone. During the site visit, the team is in the role of evalua- 
tor, not inspector, and evaluates matters that bear directly on the quality 
of the educational program to be accredited. 
The visiting team normally consists of not less than three persons, 
one of them a member or former member of the COA, with one member 
designated as chair. Names of persons to serve on a visiting team are 
recommended by the COA, taking into account factors such as balance 
of practitioners and educators, the special fields emphasized in the 
school’s curriculum, the geographical area when that seems pertinent, 
and economy of time and expense in travel. The recommended names 
are submitted to the executive officer of the school to give an opportuni- 
ty for comment and to avoid appointments that would be unacceptable 
to the school. The COA, based on the school’s comments and its own 
assessment, formally appoints a team. 
As soon as the team has been established, the school’s self-study 
report and COA comments on the self-study are sent to each team 
member. Copies of other relevant materials (e.g., the standards, forms 
for team logs, prescribed format for the team report, guideline state- 
ments) are also sent to the team members at that time. 
The chair of the team assigns responsibilities to each member for 
on-site examination of specific areas of the standards. Thus each 
member of the team is expected to provide an evaluation of the particu- 
lar areas assigned as well as participating in discussion and evaluation 
of other aspects of thc visit; furthermore, each member of the team is 
responsible for approval of all parts of the team report before it is 
submitted to the COA and to the school. 
The site visit itself normally begins on a Sunday evening and 
continues until the following Thursday noon. The team meets on 
Monday with the school’s executive officer, confirms schedules, and 
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then makes a presentation to the school as a whole during which the 
accreditation process is described and questions concerning it can be 
answered. During the visit, in accordance with the “Manual of Proce-
dures,” activities of the teanl include conferences with members of the 
faculty, informal meetings with students, visits toclasses, observation of 
the physical facilities and resources, meetings with graduates and 
employers of graduates, and meetings with the major administrative 
officers of the institution. Records are examined relating to the pro- 
gram, the instruction, the admission and progress of students, and the 
evaluation of faculty. 
The site visit concludes with the drafting of a report that will 
consist of three major parts: (1) a factual section, (2) an evaluative 
section, and (3) a set of recommendations for the improvement of the 
program. A final recommendation is made by the team to COAconcern-
ing accreditation action. 
The final version of the factual section serves as the basis for the 
other sections of the team report. That is, the evaluative section must be 
based on the factual section; the recommendations must all be substan- 
tiated by the factual section and the related portions of the evaluative 
section. And of course all parts of the site visit report must be justified on 
the basis of the standards. Therefore, a draft of the factual section is 
mailed to the school within ten days of the site visit for verification and 
correction. The response from the school may lead to correction of the 
factual section, if necessary. The evaluative section and the recommen- 
dations are then completed. The final site visit report as a whole is sent 
to the COA, which forwards a copy of all but the final recommendation 
(concerning the accreditation action) to the school. The school has the 
opportunity to respond to it in writing or orally. 
The COA is responsible for the final decision concerning accredita- 
tion. In arriving at that decision, i t  considers carefully the recommenda- 
tions of the site visit team as well as the substance of the team’s site visit 
report. It reviews that report thoroughly and meets with the site visit 
team for discussions of it, in order to assure that the evaluations and 
recommendations are well grounded in the standards. Based on this 
review and discussion, the COA makes its decision concerning accredi- 
tation, and notice of the decision is sent immediately by the Accredita- 
tion Officer to the chief executiveofficer of the institution and executive 
officer of the school. The COA then prepares its report to the school. 
The final COA report usually is virtually identical with that of the site 
visit team, though i t  may differ substantially. It is submitted shortly 
thereafter, again to the institution and the school, with the suggestion 
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that it be made available to the full-time members of the school’s faculty 
and to appropriate other administrative officers of the institution. 
This entire process-including the site visit, the team’s report, and 
the COA report-is treated as confidential by COA and the site-visit 
team members. However, the school is encouraged to make known the 
content of the final report, to the extent that it wishes to. The COAmay 
vote to take any one of the following actions: 
1. Accredit or cont inue  t o  accredit. In this case, the recommendations 
included in the final COA report to the school must be reported upon 
in subsequent yearly reports to the COA. 
2. 	Conditionally accredit. In this case, the recommendations included 
in the final COA report become the conditions that must be met, 
within a stated period of time, in order to have conditional status 
removed. 
3. 	N o t  accredit or withdraw accredited status. 
The COA releases the information on an accreditation action 
through its publication, “Graduate Library Education Programs 
Accredited by the American Library Association,” to the ALA Executive 
Board, to the library press, to appropriate organizations in the field of 
library education, to the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation 
(COPA), to the U.S.Department of Education, and to the appropriate 
regional accrediting associations. This information on accreditation 
actions is released only after expiration of the time in which an appeal of 
a COA decision may be made. In the case of a program entering an 
appeal, the accredited status of the program remains the same until the 
appeal is adjudicated. 
When a program is granted initial accreditation, the accreditation 
is retroactive to the academic year preceding the one in which the 
evaluation visit is made. Periodic visits for reaccreditation are then 
scheduled every seventh year following the date of the first accreditation. 
Between visits, schools with accredited or conditionally accredited 
programs must submit annual reports to the COA. These reports build 
upon the self-study report and provide means for the COA to monitor 
the progress of the program. In particular, the reports are required to 
respond to the recommendations included in the COA report on accred- 
itation. If an annual report from a school raises concern in the COA 
about its accreditation status, the COA may request additional informa- 
tion or even an early site visit. 
Based on the annual report, the COA takes one of three actions: 
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1. 	Accepts the annual report and continues the program’s accredited 
status. 
2. Defers action on the report until additional information is supplied. 
3. 	Declines to accept the report and arranges to schedule a site visit as 
early as possible. 
Any institution that is not granted full accreditation of its program 
by the COA may appeal the COA decision to the ALA Executive Board 
within six weeks after receipt of the full report of the COAdecision. The 
ALA Executive Board will appoint a select committee of not fewer than 
five qualified persons to consider the appeal. Upon receipt of the report 
of the select committee, the ALA Executive Board will either affirm the 
decision of the COA or set aside the decision of the COA and remand the 
case back to the COA with appropriate instruction for further proceed- 
ings and reconsideration. 
The 1972 “Standards for Accreditation” 
ALA has assigned responsibility to the COA for both the develop- 
ment of standards and the process of accreditation, subject to review and 
approval by the ALA Council. The 1972 “Standards for Accreditation,” 
with minor changes, have guided the COA since 1972. However, the 
standards are under continual review by the COA at its regular and 
special meetings, particularly in connection with the review of reports 
of visiting teams and in the reviews of the annual reports from the 
schools with accredited programs. Furthermore, the standards are under 
constant scrutiny by the profession itself. At open sessions during the 
ALA meetings, the COA encourages the profession to comment on the 
standards and the process of accreditation, toward the aim of identifying 
necessary changes. 
I am going to review the 1972 standards in some detail and, in doing 
so, I will make some evaluative comments reflecting my own view of 
them. I must emphasize that I speak only for myself and not for the COA 
in the evaluations. 
The Context 
The current (1972) “Standards for Accreditation” present criteria in 
six main categories: 
I .  	Program Goals and Objectives 
11. Curriculum 
111. Faculty 
IV. Students 
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V. Governance, Administration, and Financial Support 
VI.  Physical Resources and Facilities 
For each category, the discussion is organized in three main sections: 
1. Rationale for Standard 
2. Standard 
3. Sources for Evidence 
All of this is preceded by an “Introduction” and a generalized discussion 
of the standards. 
In the generalized discussion, the text states that it “emphasizes 
qualitative rather than quantitative considerations” and puts responsi- 
bility for interpreting the accreditation standards on the members of the 
team. But drawing distinctions between qualitative and quantitative 
standards creates a false dichotomy. Actually the accreditation process 
requires assemblage of both kinds of data, and it requires judgments and 
observations of experienced observers that draw on objective evidence. 
In the final analysis, standards for accreditation of MLS programs are 
and must be essentially qualitative. 
What objective evidence, norms, or benchmarks are provided in the 
1972 accreditation standards? The most important point is that the 
standards must be interpreted in terms of the goals and objectives as 
defined by the program itself. Although later sections of the standards 
attempt to impose some requirements upon those goals and objectives, 
they do so within the framework of this fundamental condition. 
Thus, the 1972 standards recognize the absolute necessity of balanc-
ing the programmatic objectives, as perceived by the program and its 
parent institution, against the national and professional perceptions. It 
would be self-defeating and stultifying if the standards had been written 
in such a way as to impose national views upon local and institutional 
ones. But it would have been comparably self-defeatingand debasing to 
the profession if clearly stated national and professional criteria were 
not presented. 
Fortunately, the 1972 standards have maintained an effective bal- 
ance between Scylla and Charybdis. I did a superficial “content analy- 
sis,’’ evaluating the extent to which the text of the 1972 standards 
emphasizes one or the other side. Without conscious fudging, the results 
show a remarkable degree of even-handedness. If there is any bias, it 
appears to be in favor of applying standards in a manner that empha- 
sizes the institutional context and that seems to be eminently 
appropriate. 
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Program Goals and Objectzues, Currzculum 
The standards provide phrases that suggest qualitative measures 
for program goals, objectives, and curriculum. The problem is that it is 
very difficult to establish objective means for evaluating any of those 
aspects of the program. Certainly, none of them is quantifiable, except 
possibly in a most pedestrian counting of courses or units of credit 
devoted to “core” subjects or to specialties the schools claim they will 
prepare students for. 
The problem, though, is that the 1972 standards present a dilemma 
for a school that has only very limited objectives. They require that a 
program’s curriculum “provide for the study of the principles and 
procedures common to all types of libraries and library servic es ....Spe-
cialization should be built upon a foundation of general academic and 
professional education ....A library school offering a single specializa- 
tion may satisfy ...if ...it provides for the study of general professional 
principles and procedures.” Many schools appear to have interpreted 
this to mean that they must cover the full range of types of 
specialization. 
The problem in applying the 1972 standards is in judging whether 
both the local objectives and coverage of general principles have been 
met. The schools vary widely in the extent to which they cover basic 
cataloging, reference, selection, and management. And there is by no 
means any consensus among educators or in the profession about how 
much preparation is required in those basic areas. National averages on 
class contact-hours devoted to each basic area are meaningless. If a 
school claims that it covers general principles in courses specialized to 
specific programmatic objectives, who is to question the validity of that 
assertion, and what evidence would be needed to support a negative 
evaluation? 
Other problems arise with programs that imply very broad scope- 
and most do. Virtually every school of library and information science 
in the country attempts coverage of every specialty, every type of library, 
and every “information management” context. Those programs should 
be judged in terms of their objectives and they should demonstrate that 
indeed they have the resources-intellectual and physical-to meet 
those objectives. It is for those programs that we need objective, measur- 
able criteria. 
In this respect, it is my personal belief that the quality of a program 
is a function of thecommitment by the parent institution toanobjective 
of excellence. If the institution does not believe excellence is important 
and fails to provide the resources necessary for attaining it, there is 
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nothing that the process of accreditation can do  to alter that situation. 
On the other hand, if the institution strives toward excellence, the 
process of accreditation can do  much to further that objective by chal- 
lenging the program to achieve more and to aim higher. 
Faculty 
With respect to faculty, the standards are weighted on the side of 
professional criteria. Professional experience, advanced degrees, contin- 
uing evidence of scholarship, liaison with the field, competency in 
specialized areas, and effectiveness in teaching are highlighted. Local 
prerogatives-beyond the school setting its goals-are deemphasized. 
The standards imply some quantifiable criteria such as size of 
faculty, amount of full-time faculty, levels o f  faculty work loads, 
student-teacher ratios, class sizes, course loads, and extent of other 
faculty responsibilities. The  problem one faces is in knowing what are 
the necessary minimums for these criteria. Is a faculty an  adequate size 
that consists of one tenured appointment, three nontenured full-time 
appointments, and four FTE (full-time equivalent) devoted to part-time 
appointments? Is sixteen class contact-hours per week too many? ALISE 
compiles statistics on each program and figures national averages for 
such quantitative evidence on faculty, but what do  averages-of what-
ever kind-mean? 
Students 
The accreditation standards as they relate to students balance insti- 
tutional objectives with national and professional ones. The  standards 
refer to the institutional framework for policy and programs, goals of 
the school’s program, and standards governing the parent institution. 
Conversely, statements have been framed regarding professional needs, 
legal codes, and programs and tendencies of recognized universities. 
Several of these criteria are objective (e.g., “Admission should be limited 
to holders of the bachelor’s degree representing a broad academic prepa- 
ration from an  accredited institution....”), but nowhere in the text is 
there a single criterion that even implies a quantitative measure. 
Gouernance and Administration 
In all of the text on governance andadministration, the emphasis is 
on the institutional context. In fact, there was not a phrase that really 
identifies any national or professional standard-and that is appropri- 
ate. Academic administrators would be very concerned if the accredita- 
tion process tried in any way to preempt the institutional and school 
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responsibilities and to substitute the accrediting agency’s standards of 
administration. Of course, there are some criteria that are quantifiable 
(e.g., the salary structure of the faculty), but they are all considered in the 
context of the institution. 
Resources 
Statements in the standards on resources-including financial sup- 
port and physical resources and facilities-use terms such as adequate, 
sufficient or necessary, but they do not define them, and the national 
averages published each year hardly provide the basis for evaluating 
those terms. The problem is even more complicated by the fact that 
adequacy of governance, financial support, and physical resources and 
facilities must be judged in the context of each school’s objectives. 
The Current Status of Accreditation 
Overall, the committees on accreditation over the years that I have 
observed them, been affected by them, and most recently served on them, 
have been highly dedicated, effective, and balanced in their work. The 
procedures are equitable, and the 1972 standards are in general a good 
basis for making evaluations. Of course, despite that observation the 
COA also is in a most delicate position in that both the profession at 
large and the library schools being evaluated have questioned and in 
some cases criticized the COA for its action or lack of action with respect 
to some aspects of professional education. The issues fall under the 
headings of the programs and their quality, the coverage of specialties, 
and the trends toward both increased and decreased expectations. 
T h e  Programs and their Quality 
The accredited library schools vary in their size (both of enrollment 
and of faculty), in the scope of program they offer, and in their academic 
quality. Periodically, evaluations of library schools have produced 
rankings of them by both subjective criteria (e.g., the view of library 
managers, deans, or faculty) andobjective criteria (e.g., research produc- 
tivity, numbers of faculty, amount of budget). The yearly statistical 
summary produced now by ALISE provides a picture of the major 
quantitative measures and demonstrates their variability. 
Perhaps the most significant concern is whether those schools at 
the very small end have sufficient numbers of faculty to provide the 
“critical mass” necessary for an adequate, properly accreditable pro- 
gram. My own view is that critical mass is indeed important, certainly to 
be excellent, and perhaps even to be accredited. The problem lies in 
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determining what the minimum critical mass may be, and I have no 
answer to it. 
In recent years, many library schools have seen significant and in 
some cases dramatic decreases in enrollment. The  situation has been 
especially severe in sections of the country where there are large 
numbers of schools competing for the same students within relatively 
small geographical areas. Furthermore, most-if not all-library 
schools are among the smallest academic programs on a campus. 
Library schools have been especially vulnerable during times of aca-
demic retrenchment, and the past several years have seen the demise of a 
number of programs. Of course, the facts also are that there was what I 
consider to be an  irrational expansion in the number of library schools, 
starting some fifteen to twenty years ago, in part as a result of an 
obviously irrational projection of a “librarian gap” (of lOO,OOO!). So the 
retrenchments, while they have worked individual hardships, probably 
were necessary and will work to the long-term advantage. 
Whatever the effects of decreasing enrollments and retrenchment, 
accreditation has not been used nor should it be used as the means for 
effecting retrenchment, though there have been occasions when I have 
felt that university administrators have looked to accreditation as the 
means for making their decisions for them. However, university admin- 
istrators make the decisions on institutional priorities and resource 
allocation. When reduction in support results in loss of quality, loss of 
accreditation is the likely consequence, but it reflects institutional deci- 
sions, not accreditation decisions. 
On the other hand, the scope and quality of programs is central to 
COA’s responsibilities, and here there have been some very significant 
issues. The  standards call for a school to be judged by its own objectives. 
But what happens if those objectives are set at a level consistent with 
resources but inconsistent with the needs perceived by the profession? 
Or, alternatively, what happens if the objectives are so broad that only 
massive resources could serve them but those resources are not available? 
The Coverage ofSpecialties 
Some of the most critical aspects relate to the coverage of various 
specializations. Each school purports to cover all specialties, and the 
1972 standards in a sense encourage that attitude. But the schools differ 
dramatically in the extent to which they can and do  cover specialties in 
terms of resources and programs. The  several professional societies (e.g., 
Medical Library Association [MLA], Special Libraries Association 
[SLA], American Association of Law Libraries [AALL], and American 
Society for Information Science [ASIS]) have long felt a need to deal 
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with education for specialization as part of the accreditation process. In 
1985, COA undertook a cooperative study with other professional soci- 
eties (in response to ALISE’s initiative) of the means by which theother 
professional societies could be more directly involved in the accredita- 
tion process. Results of that study are beginning to make news in the 
library and information science press. 
In order to involve other societies in the accreditation process for 
which ALA has responsibility, the following must be accomplished: 
1. Procedures and interorganizational arrangements must be effected 
that will provide the basis for participation of multiple societies. 
These must provide means to deal with financial responsibilities, 
administration, and policy determination. 
2. 	Guidelines must be established by which the specific interests and 
concerns of each participating interested society will be recognized in 
the accreditation process. 
3. 	The 1972 “Standards for Accreditation,” which provide the current 
basis for the evaluation of programs, may need to be revised to reflect 
the interests of the participating societies beyond the extent the 
current guidelines may be able to satisfy. 
The following professional societies were formally invited to par-
ticipate in the examination of these topics: 
-American Association of Law Libraries, 

-American Library Association, 

-American Society for Information Science, 

-Association for Library and Information Science Education, 

-Association of Research Libraries, 

-Canadian Library Association, 

-Medical Library Association, and 

-Special Libraries Association. 

Other relevant societies were also informed and encouraged to join, at 

least as observers. Each participating society nominated persons to serve 

as members both of a Steering Committee (responsible for coordinating 

the work and submitting the final report) and of a set of “working 

groups,” each focused on specific issues: (1) organization for accredita- 

tion, (2)financing of accreditation, (3)guidelines for program goals and 

objectives, (4)guidelines for faculty, (5) guidelines for curriculum, and 

(6) guidelines for society-specific interests. The results of their work 
were discussed at the ALA 1986 Midwinter meeting and at the 1986 
Annual Conference. 
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Trends and Future Outlook 
It is impo\sible to separate the trends in accreditation from the far 
more fundamental ones in professional practice and in library educa- 
tion as the means of preparing professionals for practice. As I see it, the 
accreditation standards and processes must follow and adapt to the 
changes occurring in what they are accrediting, not the reverse. So my 
comments on trends will be phrased in terms of library education itself, 
and I will comment on the likely effects on accreditation of these trends. 
There are two divergent sets of trends, one that seems based on 
increasing the levels of expectations and requirements, the other as 
decreasing them. Rising expectations are predicated on the view that 
libr arianship-broadly defined to include a wide range of information- 
providing ac tivities-is a demanding, important profession. Decreas- 
ing expectations are apparently predicated on the view that 
librarianship-even if broadly defined-is technical, even clerical in 
nature, requiring purely tec hnician-level preparation. 
The Trends toward Increased Expectatzons 
Increased expectations appear to be exemplified in the group of 
institutions-schools of library and information science-that have 
established goals of academic excellence. Tentatively, I can identify 
eight major trends in this category. 
There is a trend toward thorough and complete zntegratzon of 
automatzon into the curriculum. That means, in particular, that 
increasingly “information science” is not treated as separated from the 
basic professional curriculum but instead is integrated into the basic 
professional courses-e.g., in cataloging, in reference, in selection and 
acquisition, in management. This does not preclude the more special- 
ized courses in the area of automation, but that will be discussed later. 
Integrating automation into the general curriculum reflects the fact that 
automation is now an integral part of library operations and services, in 
every type of library. (I must emphasize again that I am using the terms 
lzbrary and lzbrarzanshzp as umbrellas for a very broad range of activities 
and institutional contexts.) Integrating automation into the curricu- 
lum and professional practice contrasts sharply with the situation 
twenty or even ten years ago, when there were serious doubts that 
automation had a role to play in libraries. “The Great Gas Bubble 
Prict” was the title of one paper, and the tale of the “Emperor’s New 
Clothes” was frequently used as the description of automation efforts. I 
will not belabor this point, but dramatic changes have occurred and 
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these changes were reflected in library school curricula at least as 
rapidly. 
The 1972 standards provide little if any basis for evaluating the 
extent to which a program covers automation issues, or the extent to 
which automation issues have been integrated with basic professional 
preparation. The lack, though, lies not in the standards themselves but 
in the failure of the professional societies to explicate their picture of the 
needs in professional preparation. The standards already provide the 
means, in the phrase that refers to “major documents and policy state- 
ments of relevant professional organizations.” It is those documents and 
policies that are needed. 
Greater demands  foradmission is the second major trend, although 
it is much slower in coming and much more uncertain for a variety of 
social and yes, economic reasons, even in the hetter schools. Library 
schools gradually are expecting more in the undergraduate and even 
graduate preparation of incoming students. At UCLA, students have 
been required for at least ten years to have a background in statistics, in 
computer programming, and in a foreign language. Students at UCLA 
lacking one or more of those requirements have been permitted to enroll 
with the expectation that they will complete the prerequisites (without 
credit toward the MLS degree itself) within a defined time. Initially 
students could delay completion until even the end of the program, but 
we now strictly require completion of the prerequisites within the first 
year of the program. I suspect that we will probably retain that degree of 
flexibility, in the interests of attracting good students whatever their 
prior willingness to become “numerate” may have been. Few, if any 
other schools have gone as far in their admission requirements as we 
have, but I do see evidence of increasing willingness to require more for 
admission. The problems, of course, are that applicants from the tradi- 
tional sources of library students-the humanities and the social 
sciences-have frequently avoided mathematical or even simply formal 
disciplines. We cannot in good conscience set barriers that preclude 
those students from considering our profession. However, I think we 
can set requirements that those students are completely capable of 
satisfying and that represent essential skills not only for professional 
work but for meeting the demands of the instructional program itself. 
The economic problem, to which I also referred, is evident. Library 
schools must maintain a level of enrollment and therefore cannot set 
such admission barriers not only for the sake of the students but for the 
sake of the schools’ survival. 
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Even if this trend develops it is unlikely to have significant effect 
upon the standards. Properly, setting admission and graduation prereq- 
uisites are institutional decisions, not program accreditation standards. 
Greater length of programs has been a most controversial issue. 
Currently, only the IJCLA program completely requires two full aca- 
demic years, but a few others come close. Chicago requires five quarters; 
Washington more or less requires six; othcrs, such as Illinois, have 
flirted with an  extended prograni. However, a large number of 
schools-Illinois in particular-are now encouraging their students to 
continue beyond the one year they officially require in order to obtain 
some form of “certificate of specialization” as well as the MLS degree 
officially obtainable at the end of the first (calendar) year. Informally 
encouraging students to extend their programs to elect spec-ializations 
may not be widespread now, but I anticipate a trend toward wider 
adoption of it among the prestigious schools. Even if this trend develops 
it is unlikely to have any effect upon accreditation. At most, it might 
provide a basis for evaluating the degree to which a program indeed did 
meet “general pi-inciples of ...library education.” 
Greater specialization, to an extent, goes hand in hand with the 
trend toward increasing length of program, since specialization to any 
significant depth is impossible in one calendar year. However, there is 
another influence working as well, and it is the pressure from the 
specialized professional societies-the SLA, MLA, AALL, ASIS, etc.- 
to have a greater say in theevaluation of degree programs. Most recently 
this has led to efforts to expand the responsibilities for accreditation to 
recognize the needs of the several specializations. Principal among them 
have been those interested in automation and information science and 
who would urge the integration of those subjects into the traditional 
basic competencies and who would urge those subjects as specialty 
areas. 
It is this trend, of course, that led to the cooperative examination of 
the means by which many interested professional societies might 
become involved in accreditation. While it is still too early to determine 
what will happen, I think it is likely that it will have substantial effect 
on the process of accreditation. 
Broadening of application areas is directly related to the trend 
toward greater specialization, but there are additional pressures and 
opportunities working as well. Specifically, library schools are looking 
at  the broad range of information contexts as potentials for employment 
of their graduates; industrial “information resource management” is a 
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prime example, perhaps the most exciting one. The  field of fine arts 
information, however, is one of special interest, given the burgeoning 
developments of information services and computer applications in the 
fine arts. More generally, the field of “museology” is seen as related to 
librarianship. Archives, of course, has been an area of traditional inter- 
est, though with its own problems of identity. In fact, the area of 
archives illustrates a major component of this trend. Specifically, in all 
applications areas there is need of subject expertise-e.g., in manage- 
ment, in fine arts, in history-to be combined with the technical tools of 
information handling and librarianship. At several schools this has led 
to “coordinated degree” programs, in which the student acquires both 
an  MLS and another graduate degree (in a subject discipline or even, as 
in the case of management, in a professional field). 
While in many respects this trend parallels that for specialization, 
its nature is substantially different. It is unlikely that this trend will have 
discernible effect on accreditation. 
Greater subject expertise is clearly implied by the pressures for 
specialization and broadened application areas, but independently 
there are other reasons for asking students to gain greater subject com- 
petencies, Many applicants to library schools in fact will enter with 
advanced degrees in subject fields. In the most recent years, changes in 
the academic job market have led holders of master’s and even doctorate 
degrees to look to librarianship as a profession that would permit them 
to maintain their academic interests. But, more importantly, the job 
market has created pressures for greater subject expertise. This is espe- 
cially true of academic librarianship, but it applies with equal force to 
such areas as scientific and technical documentation. As with the trend 
toward broadening of applications, I think the trend toward greater 
subject expertise is unlikely to have effects on accreditation. 
Greater emphasis o n  management is the most difficult to docu-
ment, though not to justify. I think there is increasing recognition that 
the librarian is more than a professional specialist, that all kinds of 
information activities are part of institutional contexts, and that the 
professional librarian must be able to manage in  all senses of the 
concept. This has led many of the better schools to place increasing 
emphasis on  both general management principles and specific manage- 
ment techniques. I would hope that with a greater emphasis on manage- 
ment the professional societies would create documents and enunciate 
policies that would provide the basis on which the accreditation process 
could evaluate programs for their coverage of management. 
Greater emphasis on research has been a part of library professional 
education since the founding of the Graduate Library School at the 
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University of Chicago. Today a record of “sustained productive scholar- 
ship” is one of the aspects of qualifications of faculty specified by the 
ALA “Standards for Accreditation.” As library schools proliferated, 
especially during the 1960s, the numbers of faculty qualified to carry 
forward research did not grow commensurately, and the records of 
sustained productive scholarship were not consistent with the objec- 
tives. As a result, the extent to which research methods and experiences 
were included in library school curricula was limited, and perhaps only 
those schools with doctoral programs or a strong research emphasis 
paid attention to the needs for research knowledge as part of profes-
sional practice. Today-among at least the schools aiming at 
excellence-there is an  increasing emphasis on research in the profes- 
sional curriculum. The reasons are clear. Professional practice requires 
the ability to define problems, to obtain data necessary to solve those 
problems, to analyze those data, and to organize them into a form and 
mode of presentation that will assist in solving the problems. These 
needs arise in service to patrons and in management and related 
decision-making. They are especially relevant when the decisions relate 
to the major capital investments which are necessary with the new 
information technologies. 
Research is already integrally included in accreditation. The  trend 
toward increasing the degree to which programs regard research is 
important, but it is unlikely to result in any substantial changes in 
accreditation. 
T h e  Trends  toward Decreased Expectations 
The countervailing trends are the ones that represent a diminution 
of the professional requirements for library work. There appear to be 
both good reasons and “real” ones for these trends. The  good reasons 
reflect the view that much of library work (even when broadly defined) is 
essentially technical and even clerical, that automation is even replac- 
ing much of what both the professional and the technical or clerical staff 
do, and that what is really needed is simply competence to handle the 
more or less mechanical aspects. This  view can be found among both 
librarians and those from the wider areas of application, such as infor- 
mation resource management in industry. In all cases, the rationale has 
been essentially economic. Is i t  worthwhile to pay for a professional to 
do what a technician can do? 
The  “real” reason, at least as far as the library schools that have 
taken this tack are concerned, is also economic but relates to the survival 
of those schools. Essentially, they have seen declining enrollments and 
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have faced the problems of maintaining their programs in the face of 
budget cuts or even threatened cancellation of programs. They have 
looked to the potential market for students at the undergraduate level. 
This view has been supported in many respects by academic administra- 
tors who have seen the library school as the place that could train 
computer users for information work. 
Perhaps because this context is so divergent from my own views, I 
am unable to identify themajor trendsin it to thesameextent that I have 
for the other context. As a result I have identified only two. 
Undergraduate programs have been in librarianship for many 
years. However, some time ago the decision was made in North America 
that professional library work required a foundation in an  undergradu- 
ate liberal arts education, on which would then be built a “fifth-year” or 
graduate program. Initially it was called a bachelor’s degree-the 
BLS-but in  time the move was made universally to a master’s-level 
degree-the MLS or  a variety of other appellations. This program was 
the “first professional degree” as far as the process of accreditation was 
concerned. All programs accredi ted by the American Library Associa- 
tion lead to a master’s-level degree. Furthermore, many if not most 
employers of professional librarians require the master’s degree from an 
accredited program. The  question currently being debated is whether 
that should still be the case if declining expectations overtake the 
profession and accreditation. The  view is that the work presently done 
by professional librarians requires only an  undergraduate preparation, 
without the foundation of a liberal arts education. Of course, there 
already are large numbers of undergraduate programs that prepare 
library technicians, sometimes called library technical specialists. Typi- 
cally these programs are in the smaller state colleges or teachers’ col- 
leges. It is not the library technician programs with which this 
discussion is concerned, but rather the conversion of professional quali- 
fications to a bachelor’s level, which perhaps the current technician- 
level program would then br able to meet, though not necessarily so. It 
seems that undergraduate programs fall outside the scope of profes-
sional accreditation, so there is not any forseeable effect upon accredita- 
tion resulting from this trend. 
Information resource management is, strangely, part of the trend 
toward both rising and declining professional expectations. With 
respect to broadening application areas, information resource manage- 
ment is one of the areas of primary importance. But in the context of 
decreased expectations, interestingly enough, it has also been a signifi- 
cant trend, this time though at  the bachelor’s level. Several library 
schools have initiated undergraduate programs parallel to their gradu- 
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ate professional librarian programs and have focused them on informa- 
tion resource management. Clearly the most successful example has 
been at the University of Pittsburgh. Those at other institutions, 
though, have not had the same success. Again, the rationale has been 
that there were substantial needs in industry for persons prepared at the 
undergraduate level (without a broad liberal arts foundation) to fill the 
manpower needs in industry for staff trained in computer-based infor- 
mation systems. Again, it seems to me that these kinds of programs fall 
outside the scope of accreditation, at least within the frame of reference 
of the ALAICOA. 
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